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HUNTERS POINT
ssrc No. 5090.3I'NXTED STATES EIII/IRONIIENTAIJ PROTECTION AGENCY

REGION IX
75 Bawthorne Street

San Francieco, CA 94105

February 5, 1997

Richard Powe11 [1832]
Department of the Navy
Engineer ing F ie ld  Act iv i ty ,  West
NavaL Facil i t ies Engineering Command
900 Commodore Dri_ve
San  Bruno ,  CA 94066-500G

R E :

Dear  Mr .  Powe ] l :

_ Thank you for the opportunity to review the most recent d.raft
o f  the Parcel  B Record of  Decis ion (ROD) before i t  is  made draf t
f inal. My comment,s are provided as an attachment to this letter.
Pl-ease note that EPA Regional Counsel Vicki Lang wil l  not be abl_e
to provide her commenLs on the document unti l  cLose of buslness
Monday February J-0,  t997.  r  wi l l  send them to you v ia  fax at  that
t ime.  Also,  I  have not  completed rev iewing t t re  responsiveness
summary. r wil l  send any comments that r have on the responsiveness
summary to you on February 10, L997.

f hope that these comments wil l  assist the
the Parcel B Draft Final_ ROD. please note that

Navy in f inaLi-zlng

ques t i ons ,  p lease  con tac t  me  a t  (415 )  744 -2409 .
Should you have any

Sincere ly ,

1'r----
C1aire Trombadore

' Remedial pro j  ect Manag.er

cc:  B i l l  McAvoy,  EFAWEST, Code 1"932.1
Michael  McCle11and,  EFAWEST, Code 62.3
Cyrus Shabahari, Cal/EpA
Richard Hiett. ,  RWeCB
Karla Brasaemle, Weston
Vicki Lang, RC- 3 - l_
Deborah ,Judy, pRC
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rstevens

rstevens

rstevens

rstevens

rstevens



1 )

EPA COMI{EMTS ON THg DRAFT ROD
FOR PARCEI, B DATED FEBRUARY 14. L997

HTINTERS POTNT SHIPYARD

Deelarat ion,  p-age 2,  f  i rs t  set  o f  bu l l -e ts .  The f  o l lowing
sentence should be added in front of the introductory senE.ence
for burrets regarding major components of the remedy: "The
Navy has se lected excavat ion and of f -s i te  d isposal  as the
final- remedy for Parcel B soil .  I '

In  addi t ion,  p lease delete references to  of fs i te  t reatment  for
so i ls  f rom Lhe second bul le t  on page 2.  This  is  mis leading.
The Navy's sel-ected remedy does not include treatment. you
can clarify by noting that the Iandfi l I  may perform treatment
of the soils prior to disposal in order to meet. RCRA l-and
disposal  rest r ic t ions

Declarat ion,  page 2,  second fu] ]  paragraph.  Delete th is
paragraph regarding the proposed plan history. rt  does not
belong in  the declarat ion at  least  not  in  such grreat  deta i l .

Deelaration, page 3. The contingency languag'e is pretty vague.
what are we going to do if  there are exieedances- of
groundwater monitoring criteria? wil l  two hits be resuired
before act ion is  taken? wi l l  moni tor ing be at  least
quarterly? The Navy needs to propose something in greater
detai l  to the regulatory agencies.

s ignature B1ock.  Dan opalsk i 's  b lock should read as fo l lows:

Daniel Opalski
Chief
Federa l  Fac i l i t ies Cleanup Branch
U.S.  Envi ronmenta l  Protect ion Agency Region fX

Page 4.  A l though secLion 2.1 i -s  t . i tLed s i te  name and
locat ion,  you have inc]uded aLl  o f  the geology etc .  here.
Perhaps t .h is  sect ion is  bet ter  t i t l -ed s i te  name,  locat ion and
descript ion or add some subheadings t.hat clari fy.

Page 4. Correct l ine spacing error in l-ast paragraph.

7)  Page 7.  Four th l ine f rom the bot tom -  Shoul -dn, t  the , ,an, r
before RWQCB be rtarr?

8 )  Page  8 ,  sec t i on  2 .2 .2 .  Exp la in  the  IR  p rog ram he re .  F i r s t
there were PA then SI and f inal ly IR sites which were carried
t ,hrough the FS.  Expla in why the two sr  s i tes sr -31-  and sr -45
carried through to the FS.

2 )

3 )

4 )

s )

5 )
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9)  Page  11 .  spe l1  ou t  NpL  i f  i t  i s  t he  f i r s t  t ime  i t  i s
mentioned. Also the draft ROD states that the FFA was entered
into in  1990.  But  the RWQCB did not  become a s ignatory unt i l
,January 22, L992 and this is the date the BCT has been using
for the date of the FFA. This date is used in the Bcp and
lots of other documents. The Navy needs to be consistent and
use just  one of  these dates.

10 )  Page  1 -1 - ,  sec t i on  2 .2 -3 .  S ta te  tha t  t he  remova ls  a t  IR -23  and
TR-25 are party of the exploratory excavations removal action
if th.ey are. Add to Lhe end of this paragraph that upon
completion al- l  of these Parcel B removral- Jctions wil l  

-  
be

documented in a future CERCLA decision d.ocument such as the
RoD for Parcel c. The navy should decide where it  wil l
document these as yet incomplete Parcel B removaLs and note i t
in this RoD. F:xampl-e wording: ,,once the above removal
actions occurring on Parcel B are complete, d.ocumentation wil l
be inc]uded in the RoD for scheduled. to be f inal ized on

1-1)  Page L2,  Last  sentence of  last  paragraph.
r rRODSrt  .

Add r ra re t r  a f te r

12)  Page  ] ' 3 ,  sec t i on  2 .5 .  Men t ion  aga in  tha t  t he re  a re  18  rR
sites on Parcel- B. AIso might consid.er mentionincr air
sampling and radiatj-on sampling both of which indicat"ed no
problems on Parcel B. Typo in the last paragraph - add "such,la f te r  u  (TpH)  " .

13)  Page !4,  four th paragraph.  P lease c i te  the speci f ic  sect ion
of the RI report where nature and extent. can be found. please
do the same for other references i-n the ROD such as to the RI
HHRA (see page 17, second paragraph, Last sentence) .

L4 )  sec t i on  2 .6 . t .  EpA  has  spen t  a  ro t  o f  t ime  on  th i s  t ype  o f
language for the parcer D proposed pl-an. you may want to use
some of that language for presenting general conlepts such as
what the exponential notation means

L5)  Page 1-5.  F i rs t  paragraph,  last  sentence:  pLease reword. ,  i t  is
not  c lear  as wr i t ten.  Last  -paragraph:  def ine Ncp.  dxpla in
that there is a r isk range but that the Ncp further slates
that  L0-5 is  the point  o f -depar ture.

1 -5 )  Page  24 ,  sec t i on  2 .6 .2 .  Th i s  sec t i on  i s  ve ry  m is lead ing .  The
ecological assessment is not evaluating the groundwatefto eay
pathway and potent. ial r isks to marine l i fe. At his point w3
only have scoped sediment chemistry into that studyi There
are no water column studies. Pl-ease speak with thd eco risk
people and ensure that this paragraph is accurate.
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17)  Page  24 ,  sec t i on  2 .7 ,  f i r s t  sen tence .  Typo  -  "p resen t "  shou rd
be  t ' p resen ts ' , .

1B)  sec t i on  2 .7 .  Th i s  sec t i on  i s  poo r ry  wr i t t en  and  poo r l y
organized. _!hy not just have a section on ARARs that ciearfy
lays them all  out and why they are ARARs. rn 2 .7 .t  you l" i ,
out some RWecB resolutions using some agree to disagrel
language. Very few other ARARs are mentioned.. What about the
air ARARg that come up in the discussions of the alternatives?
A1so, you s_t.a_te on page 26 that the Coastal Zone managementr
Act and California Coastal Act are ARARs but there 

- is 
no

analys is .  That  is ,  what  por t ions of  the ParceL D c leanup wi l l
be subject to what port ions of the Acts? (a1so is t i iere a
cal i forn ia coast  Act? r f  not ,  there is  a  t lpo in  the middle
of  paragraph 2 page 2G.)  F ina l ly ,  a t  the bol tom of  page 26,
why is CAIUU mentioned? r thought the BCT agreed the-re-wou1d
be no cAlvIU. CAMU subjects the Navy ft al_I sorts of
adnin is t ra t ive headaches -  de lete th is !

19) Page 28, f irst paragraph regrading risk range.
comment L5 above.

23)

See EPA

20)

2t)

Plge 34, al-ternative s-2 and al l  subsequent alternative
discussions. Please add air ARARs discussions to the ARARs
sect ion of  the RoD.

Page 35,  a l ternat ive s-3 and page 35,  a l - ternat ive s-4.  Add to
the text some dj-scussion about how metals/ inorganics wil- l-  be
ad.dressed by this alternative. only soi ls witn vocs are
mentioned. Also, ARARS discussion is poor. Again i f  the
ARARs section of the RoD is complete you can refer-to that not
sect ion 2.7 .1  as wel l -  as prev ious a l ternat ive d j_scussions -  i t
gets confusing. Also, are the cubic yards of soi l_ mentioned.
for various treatments under each alternative correct?

Page 38,  a l - ternat ive s-G.  where is  s /s  ment ioned in  the
discuss ion? Also e laborate on the myster ious cr i ter ia  for
placement of soiL at the parceL E land.f i l_l as a foundation
caP.

Page 42,  ar ternat ive GW-3.  r t  is  impor tant  to  determine
whether or not the Porw has an restr ict ions on the volume of
treated water i t  can accept from any one source 24 hours a
d3y, especial ly du,ring the rainy season. Has the Navy done
this or is this volume not, a problem?

Page 43,  45.  The n ine cr i ter ia  does not  inc lude ' regulatory
acceptancetr j  ust " state acceptance . '  we have rr la thi;
d iscuss ion before,  p lease d.o not  use reguratory acceptance.

Page 44, _1ast paragraph on reduction of toxicity, mobil i ty and
volume through treatment cri terion. r don,t think the Navy

22)

24)
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can say that  S-2 meets th is
Treatment at the ]andfi l1 is
ge t t i ng  a t .

c r j . t e r i a ,  i t  j us t  doesn ,  t .
not what this cri_terion is

25)  Page 45,  last  sentence.  Af ter  " landf i l ] ,  "  add ' ,and in  response
to communi ty  concerns about  ons i te  t reatment  and d isposl l . ' ,

25) Page 46, Compliance with ARARs. You state compliance with
chemical-, location- and action-specif ic ARARs but your ARARg
discuss ion d idn ' t  even ment ion these categor ies.  Again,  the
ARARs analysis is lacking. Perhaps you shoul-d rewrite with
separate sections on soil  versus groundwater ARARs.

27) Page 49, contingency language. see EPA comment 3 above.

28)  Sect ion 2.L0.  This  sect ion needs to  be redraf ted.  I t  is  very
long and i t  inaccurate.  Sect ion 2. ] -O.2 should be redraf ted
after the earl ier ARARs section of the ROD is corrected for
accuracy. Again, CAMU should not be used. Regarding Sections
2 .LQ.4  and  2 .L0 .5 ,  t he  Nawy  canno t  i n  good  fa i t h  s ta te  tha t  i t
is  meet ing these cr i ter ia  wi th  i ts  se l -ected remedy.  A lso,
delete the fo l lowing s tatement  under  2 ,LA .5:  ' rwi th  concuryence
of  the regulatory agencies. ' r  EPA does not  be l ieve onsi te
treatment is impracticable which is how the sentence reads.
However, qPA does support the Navy's serected remedy because
of community concerns raised and cost effectiveness.
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Memorandum

To: Claire Trombadore (SFD-8-2)
Remedial Project Manager

From: Daniel Stralka Ph.D. (SFD-8-B)
Regional Toxicologist

Subject: Comments on Hunter's Point Parcel B draft final record of decision dated February 14,
1997.

Date: 5 Februarv 1997

I reviewed the above document and it looks O.K. with a few minor suggestions.

l. Is DNAPL defined in the glossary?

2. Page 16, section 2.6.1, first complete paragraph. Change the last sentence to read "...even
though typical exposure to the ctemicaFwould mrybe far less".

3. Page 16, section 2.6.l,last paragraph. Change the fourth sentence to read "An ELCR of I x
l0{ means that one person in a population of a million exposed to the same contaminate
under the same conditions may could develop cancer as a result of a 30 year exposure in a
7}-year lifetime, '

4. Page 20, table 3. Remove the line and second IR-25.

5. Page2I, table 4. Typo in title "exposure".
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